JAN 03 1986

S. Mighael Tymiak, P.E.

HManager, Praviously dperated Propartioes
Enviromsental Rasources

Koppers Company Incg,

1944 roppers Rutliding

436 Seventh Avenue

Pittsburgh, PA 15219

RE:

ceophysical Feasibility Study
South Cavalcade Sieepat Sita

Daar Mr, Tymiak:

Per wvaur lotter dated Deceaber 74, 1045 the £PA offers the fallowing
comments and recommendations on the Koppers® “Geounysical Feastnility
Suryey, Xoppers South Cavalcade Site, '“ouston, Texas,”
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The Geophysical TFeasidbility Study (GFS) report lacks Goals - The
specific purposes for conducting the geophysical feasibility study
jre not establizhed,

Tae Introduction to the GFS report (s inadequate - The [ntroauction
should set the stage and orient the reader; three geophysical mathods
were cvaluated Lo determing thetr possitle usefulness in delineating
soll and {pnssibly) groundwater contaminatton,

Tha greaseatation of the GFS report 1s very biased - A1l reperting fs
biagsd, but when two of the three methods dominate the report and the
third mothod 1< mantioned in (Yitarally) a fow oaragraphs and raferenced
to the rear »t the report, the EPA pmst question the pblactivenass of
the rennrting,

Infarmation on the hackqround of the test sites s not provided -
Thraa test sites wora chosen tor the GFS testing, These areas were
chosen hased on rosults from 4 preavious study and interpretation ot
higtorical aerial photographs; the reader {s not provided any of thig
information, {Determining the useful ness of the geophysical techpiques
ts difficuit without the results from peevicus investigations, Dae
might canciude, for exampla, that slectromagnetic profiling (EM) 15 &
vary poor survey technique becauss Figure 12 shows an excessive
caonductivity range for an ared not believed to de contamimated.

The Test 2esults soction of the GFS reporet is inadequate -

a. The abiltty of each gaophysical method to deltneste tne area(s)
of known or suspected contaminatton ts nmot discussed,
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. The results from cach of the three methods are not presented
sida by side for comparison,

¢. A discussion of the weaknesses and strengths of each mathod
t5 not provided,

¢. A discussion of each method's strengths and weakness relativa
to an antire site survey is not provided. For example, a
certain method that fatred wall in the FS might not parform as
well on the eatire site.

The Comklusions saction of tha GFS report is inadequate - The
Conclusions section 1s inadeguate primarily bacause of previously
documented problems, The EPA 1§ also bothered because ground
penetrating radar (GPR) is faulted for poor penetratton depth; depth
of penetration was never ostablished as being an tmportant ceiteria,

fespite the aforementioned prohlems, the FPA has corclyded that:

1.

for Tast Areg 1, a side hy side comparison of EM (Figure 12) and
qround penetrating radar (GPR) (Figure A-4) indicates that both
methods are responding $n a timilar fashion, despite GPR's limited
depth of penetration, The EM shows a large range of values and is
probably respanding to conditions at a greater depth than the GPR.
Tha FM could not be used to actually define the houndaries of contamie
nation, but would he useful in locating areas of possible concern,

The GPR mathod 1s also useful in locating arcas of possible concern
and may deltneate the actual houndaries of these areas to withir one
(Oot .

Palative Lo the entire site survey, thoss areas that are suspected to
be the most cnntaminated can not, due to reinforced concrete, bhutldings,

fences etc., he {avestigated hy any of thase methoas,

EPA requests that Koppers undertake the tollawing actions:

“onduct a survey of the romainder of the site using EM, At this
site, E¥ responds in a similar faghien as GPR hut s much faster and
irss expensivae,

A follow up GFS report is to be prepared:

a, The power auger shall be used to place 10 soil borings within the
GFS Test Site 1, Fach of these borings 1s to be to a depth of at
least 18 feet, A hand operated soil samplar shall be used teo
collect discreta soll samples every two faet to }8 foot below the
surfaca, ar the top of the flowing sand, whichever i sncounterad
first. The axact location of these poripas s specified on the
snclosed map., These locations were selocted to "ground truth®
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the results of the (Y and GPR surveys,

« The follow up fFg raport shall tnclude

the results of the
17 pawer auger hortngs and reflect £ppl

S six previgus comments,

€. Tha follow up GFS repert shall u

e completed for EpA review
prior to the initfatign

of the full scale soit boring program,

Shesld you have any questions Pleasa contact me at (214) 767-9700,
Stncerely yours,

Jahn Tochran
Pagioral Site Project Officer
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